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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 5 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Claim 5 recites the limitation "the originals of the first 
document and the second document". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. 

Claim 12 recites similar limitations, and is therefore rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 

non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 15 falls within a judicial exception as it merely claims abstract idea. Claim 

15 recites "A document relationship inspection program which inspects etc.", however a 

program is functional descriptive material perse. The MPEP requires functional 
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descriptive material, i.e. a program or software, to be recorded or encoded on a 
computer-readable medium, therefore causing a functional and structural 
interrelationship between the descriptive material and the medium. This structural and 
functional interrelationship enables, with the use of technology, the realization of the 
descriptive material. 

Lacking the claim language as required by the MPEP, claim 15 recites functional 
descriptive material per se and as such are non-statutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ito 

(5,140,522). 

As per claim 1, Ito discloses a document relationship inspection apparatus which 
inspects the relationship between constituent elements of a first document and 
constituent elements of a second document, comprising: 

a logical structure parsing section which parses a logical structure of a sentence 
block including at least one sentence in the constituent elements of the first document 
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and which parses a logical structure of a sentence block including at least one sentence 
in the constituent elements of the second document (column 4 lines 40-65 and column 5 
lines 44-60, words and sentences are used to measure the similarity between a first 
language input data (second document) and a first language storage data (first 
document), therefore it is inherent that each type of data was parsed); and 

a relationship detection section which detects the relationship between the 
sentence block of the first document and the sentence block of the second document on 
the basis of a parsing result from the logical structure parsing section (column 4 lines 
40-65 and column 5 lines 44-60, sentences and/or words from input data D1 (second 
document) are compared to sentences and/or words from the storage unit data D2 (first 
document) to determine a similarity). 

As per claim 2, Ito discloses a document relationship inspection apparatus according to 
claim 1 , wherein the relationship detection section when sentence blocks of the same 
document have a hierarchical structure, detects the relationship related to the sentence 
block at an upper hierarchy and then detects the relationship of a sentence block at a 
lower hierarchy (column 4 lines 40-45, every sentence from the input data D1 is 
compared to determine a similarity with the storage data D2). 
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As per claim 3, /to discloses a document relationship inspection apparatus according to 
claim 1, wherein the relationship detection section comprises a first degree-of-similarity 
calculation section which calculates a predetermined degree of similarity between a 
sentence block related to the first document and a sentence block related to the second 
document (column 4 lines 40-65, every sentence from the input data D1 (second 
document) is compared to determine a similarity with the storage data D2 (first 
document)), when the sentence blocks of the same document have a hierarchical 
structure, the relationship of a block having a higher degree of similarity in sentence 
blocks at the same hierarchy is preferentially detected, and the first degree-of-similarity 
detection section is controlled to increase the degree of similarity of a sentence block 
which is near the sentence block the relationship of which is detected in the document 
(column 6 lines 47-54, the similar sentences are obtained and displayed, and the user 
can then choose the correct sentence, or input the correct sentence and its translation). 



As per claim 4, /to discloses a translation process apparatus which uses a parallel- 
translation dictionary in which a parallel translation between original sentences and 
translated sentences in a first document is registered to perform a translation process of 
an original of a second document serving as a revised-edition document obtained by 
changing at least a part of the first document, comprising: 

a document relationship inspection apparatus according to claim 1 (column 4 
lines 40-65 and column 5 lines 44-60); and 
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a block translation process section which executes a translation process using 
the parallel-translation dictionary to at least a sentence block the relationship of which is 
detected by the document relationship inspection apparatus in sentence blocks included 
in an original related to the second document (column 4 lines 14-20, translation 
candidates for the input data D1 are determined, using the translation sentences 
corresponding to the similar D2 data). 

As per claim 5, Ito discloses a translation process apparatus according to claim 4, 
comprising a first difference information display section which, when a translation result 
of the sentence block the relationship of which is detected by the document relationship 
inspection apparatus is displayed, first difference information representing a difference 
between the originals of the first document and the second document (Figure 5B and 
5C, the input data D1 (second document) is displayed with similar sentences and their 
translations, detected from the corresponding storage data (first document)). 

As per claim 6, Ito discloses a translation process apparatus according to claim 4, 
comprising a second difference information display section which, when sentence 
blocks of the same document has a hierarchical structure, displays second difference 
information representing a difference between a sentence block of an upper hierarchy to 
which the sentence block the relationship of which is detected by the document 
relationship inspection apparatus belongs and the original of the first document (column 
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4 lines 40-65, every sentence from the input data D1 (second document) is compared to 
determine a similarity with the storage data D2 (first document) and Figure 5B and 5C, 
the input data D1 (second document) is displayed with similar sentences and their 
translations, detected from the corresponding storage data (first document)). 



As per claim 7, Ito discloses a translation process apparatus according to claim 4, 
comprising: 

a second degree-of-similarity calculation section which calculates a 
predetermined degree of similarity between the sentence block of the original related to 
the first document and the sentence block of the original related to the second 
document (column 4 lines 40-65, every sentence from the input data D1 (second 
document) is compared to determine a similarity with the storage data D2 (first 
document)); and 

a corresponding candidate process section which stores, as corresponding 
candidate blocks, sentence blocks the degrees of similarity of which are detected by the 
second degree-of-similarity and which are not less than a predetermined threshold 
value to display the sentence blocks depending on dialogue with a user (column 5 lines 
55-64, a similarity measurement is determined based on matching 80% of the words in 
each sentence, its use dependent upon a command from the). 
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As per claim 8, this claim recites limitations similar to claim 1, and is therefore rejected 
for similar reasons. 

As per claim 9, this claim recites limitations similar to claim 2, and is therefore rejected 
for similar reasons. 

As per claim 10, this claim recites limitations similar to claim 3, and is therefore rejected 
for similar reasons. 

As per claim 11, this claim recites limitations similar to claim 4, and is therefore rejected 
for similar reasons. 

As per claim 12, this claim recites limitations similar to claim 5, and is therefore rejected 
for similar reasons. 

As per claim 13, this claim recites limitations similar to claim 6, and is therefore rejected 
for similar reasons. 
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As per claim 14, this claim recites limitations similar to claim 7, and is therefore rejected 
for similar reasons. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ito. 



As per claim 15, Ito discloses a document relationship inspection method and 
apparatus which inspects the relationship between constituent elements of a first 
document and constituent elements of a second document, which parses a logical 
structure of a sentence block including at least one sentence in the constituent elements 
of the first document and which parses a logical structure of a sentence block including 
at least one sentence in the constituent elements of the second document; and a 
relationship detection function which detects the relationship between the sentence 
block of the first document and the sentence block of the second document on the basis 
of a parsing result from the logical structure parsing section (column 4 lines 40-65 and 
column 5 lines 44-60). 
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Ito does not disclose a program which inspects the relationship between 
constituent elements of a first document and constituent elements of a second 
document, causing a computer to realize a logical structure parsing function as stated in 
the previous paragraph. However, Ito does disclose the use of a keyboard as input and 
a CRT screen fro display (column 3 lines 55-60), which suggests that the apparatus is a 
computer. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to perform the method of Ito on a program, since a computer can 
perform the required computations at speeds far greater and more accurately than a 
human, thus reducing processing time and producing much more reliable results. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Please see the PTO-892 form. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dorothy Sarah Siedler whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1067. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur 9:30am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571-272-7602. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



273-8300. 
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